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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Anita Mason Rowland filed an action alleging, among other things,
that American General Finance, Inc. (American General) discrimi-
nated against her because of her gender in violation of Title VII of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964. Without the benefit of arecent ruling from
this court, the district court found that Rowland failed to file atimely
charge of discrimination with the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission (EEOC) and granted summary judgment in favor of
American General. Rowland filed this appeal. We vacate the district
court's judgment and remand for further consideration.

The district court concluded that the latest possible date of the dis-
criminatory acts forming the basis of Rowland's discrimination action
was March 6, 1996. Finding that Rowland was required to file her
EEOC charge within 180 days of March 6, 1996, the district court
held that Rowland's charge, which it found was filed September 11,
1996, was filed outside the 180-day period and was untimely.

Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 requires that discrimina-
tion charges be filed with the EEOC within 180 days of the alleged
unlawful employment practice. See 42 U.S.C.§ 2000e-5(€)(1) (1994).
Thefiling period is extended to 300 days, however, when state law
proscribes the alleged employment practice and the charge isinitialy
filed with a state deferral agency. In Tinsley v. First Union Nat'l
Bank, 155 F.3d 435, 440 (4th Cir. 1998), we held that the Virginia
Counsel on Human Rights (VCHR) is a deferral agency. The record
shows that the EEOC transmitted Rowland's charge of discrimination
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to the VCHR on September 17, 1996. No party argues that Virginia
state law does not proscribe discrimination based on sex. SeeVa
Code Ann. § 2.1-716, 720(14) (Michie 1995 & Supp. 1998). Accord-
ingly, Rowland had 300 days to file her charge of discrimination.
Because Rowland satisfied this requirement, we vacate the district
court's judgment and remand this case to the district court for further
consideration. We dispense with oral argument because the facts and
legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the
court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

VACATED AND REMANDED
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